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Abstract This research explores hybrid micro-entrepreneurs’ founding motiva-
tions and the transformation of those motivations into visions of success, by apply-
ing multiple criteria decision analysis (MCDA). We find that entrepreneurs of 
hybrid micro-enterprises are driven mostly by noneconomic goals and that those 
influence their vision of success. The success framework consists of seven indica-
tors (training, professional development, marketing, management, external factors, 
infrastructures, and organizational aspects). Human capital is perceived as the most 
important for success  – translating the professional motivations for founding. 
Reversely, external factors, which are usually considered crucial to attain legiti-
macy, are perceived the least important factors. Given the findings, are hybrid 
micro-entrepreneurs ready to succeed?
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The study of entrepreneurship is contentious, and adding any prefixes does not 
make researchers’ task easier (Zahra et al. 2009). Thus, inserting the prefix “micro” 
creates one layer of extra definitional issues. Adding “hybrid” in the mix is starting 
to sound as a hangover recipe. Before rushing to a definitional quagmire of two 
prefixes, we want to lay out certain regularities and questions documented by prior 
research. As noted by Zahra et al. (2009), entrepreneurs often have diverse motiva-
tions for starting an enterprise, and commercial entrepreneurs are usually driven and 
measured by profit. What about noncommercial entrepreneurs? The same authors 
present a table of numerous definitions of social enterprises whose common theme 
is that they have both economic and social objectives. Further, social enterprising 
often crosses over and spans different market categories which raises legitimacy 
questions (Ruebottom 2013).
Researchers suggest that social enterprises are prime examples of hybrid organi-
zations as they have multiple goals and combine different institutional logics 
(Battilana and Lee 2014; Battilana et al. 2015; Doherty et al. 2014). “Hybrids face 
the distinct challenge of trying to optimize performance on multiple dimensions as 
they pursue multiple objectives at once” (Battilana et al. 2015, p. 1680). The com-
bination of multiple organizational forms depart from regular, socially, and legiti-
mate organizational templates, and thus hybrid organizations often experience 
unique organizing challenges, such as legitimacy vacuum (Battilana and Lee 2014; 
Dobrev and Gotsopoulos 2010; Ruebottom 2013). Thus, the big question that we 
see arising for entrepreneurs of hybrid organizations is the reconciliation of multi-
ple and often conflicting objectives. We want to know what entrepreneurs of hybrid 
organizations mean by success from the very conception of the organization. As 
such we are interested in how they define their objectives and assess their perfor-
mance. In particular, to what extent economic goals are reconciled with social 
impact goals in hybrid entrepreneurs’ vision of success. Thus, we respond to 
Battilana and Lee’s (2014) call for construction of hybrid performance measures as 
one of the most prominent challenges to researchers in the field.
The goal of the current study is to explore the motivations of entrepreneurs for 
starting hybrid organizations and to what extent these motivations shape their vision 
of success. This goal builds on Zahra et al.’s (2009) articulation of the need to appre-
ciate the motivations of individuals who plunge into creating new types of 
organizations.
The presence of multiple goals and how entrepreneurs manage and balance mul-
tiplicity with the requirements of the organizational goals shape their vision of the 
success (Battilana and Lee 2014). Previous studies show that there is no consensus 
about the appropriate set of indicators to adequately assess the success of enter-
prises (Combs et al. 2005; Murphy et al. 1996). Adding “micro” and “hybrid” pre-
fixes to enterprises makes the picture more complex. For instance, it seems that 
hybrid enterprises experience unique external and internal tensions due to multiple 
tensions that they need to respond to (Battilana and Lee 2014). Thus, it may be 
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particularly challenging for hybrid micro-enterprises to assess the fit at two levels 
(between internal capabilities and external market conditions) and yet be consistent 
with their dual purpose (Battilana and Lee 2014; Reijonen and Komppula 2007; 
Simpson et al. 2012). For example, a social entrepreneur might have a good solution 
to a local social problem but might fail on the financial sustainability of the enter-
prise. Second, the higher complexity of assessing the dual fit is exacerbated by the 
extremely limited pool of resources available to a micro-enterprise. Thus, coming 
up with a set of key success indicators leading to survival and continuity can be 
daunting for hybrid micro-enterprises.
We contend that it is important to investigate the construction of success indica-
tors for micro-enterprises as they play a crucial role in the ultimate survival of the 
enterprises. While researchers and entrepreneurs quickly point to lack of resources 
as a leading cause of the high failure rates of micro-enterprises, unclear vision of 
success may be a more fundamental reason. This is a complex proposition that 
would take more than one research study to explore and confirm. With the current 
one, we take the initial step. We know that entrepreneurs start ventures for a host of 
reasons and they do not need to be motivated by wealth attainment in order to be 
successful (Amit et al. 2001). The question, though, is how to know if the various 
motives can lead to success.
This study intends to answer to the research question: “what are the motivations 
of entrepreneurs for starting hybrid organizations and to what extent these motiva-
tions shape their vision of success?” In order to answer this question, we take stock 
of hybrid micro-entrepreneurs’ founding motivations and perceived success factors. 
For the purpose, we employ two different types of approaches in two different sam-
ples of micro-entrepreneurs within the same hybrid category. First, we use in-depth 
interviews to explore the motivations driving the creations of the ventures. Then, 
with a different sample, we apply cognitive mapping and multiple criteria decision 
making analysis (MCDA) to assist the entrepreneurs in creating an evaluation 
framework of key success indicators. The decision to employ cognitive mapping 
and MCDA is driven by the complex, dual-identity nature of a hybrid organization. 
The combined use of these constructivist tools helps decision-makers to think and 
discuss the problem at hand and guide them in identifying the best options (Belton 
and Stewart 2002; Ferreira et al. 2010). Thus, we can see how initial motivations 
from the entrepreneur’s perspective get transformed by a group consensus to key 
success factors. We find that individual motivations seem to be driven by noneco-
nomic factors – whether because the founders had very satisfactory personal experi-
ence in the area and they want to disseminate the benefits or they identified a 
growing number of customers seeking those benefits or the dissatisfaction of found-
ers with their prior professional activity. These factors seem to be reflected in the 
resulting MCDA framework of success comprising of seven fundamental points of 
view (FPVs), among which the three most important are professional development, 
training, and management.
This study contributes to the literature by building a first of its kind evaluation 
framework to assess hybrid micro-enterprises success. It responds to recent calls for 
research in understanding how micro-enterprises and hybrid organizations sustain 
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their business (Battilana and Lee 2014; Rauch et al. 2009). The success factors of 
hybrid micro-enterprises may differ compared to traditional enterprises, because of 
the legitimacy vacuum context in which they may operate. Therefore, hybrid micro- 
enterprises need to build their own business logic, which in turn might influence the 
way they evaluate factors affecting their success. Inadvertently, the founding moti-
vations would find place in notions of success, which is why Battilana and Lee 
(2014) call for future research to investigate not only the influence of performance 
measures on a hybrid organization’s sustainability but also the influence of the 
founder on performance incentives and management. Therefore, we contribute to 
the creation of a systematic set of criteria that entrepreneurs identified as success 
drivers. We achieve this by applying creating a multidimensional framework, which 
integrates cognitive mapping and the measurement attractiveness by a categorical- 
based evaluation technique (MACBETH) (an MCDA method). The combined use 
of these techniques resulted in the added contribution of community reach-out 
through the practical application of the success framework. The participants in the 
study – micro-entrepreneurs with limited resources – received evaluations of their 
enterprises based on the constructed framework for success, which they considered 
very helpful.
 Hybrid Micro-Enterprises and Success
For the purpose of our study, micro-enterprises are “very small enterprises in scale, 
scope or capability” (Markman and Waldron 2014, p. 180). There are a number of 
ways by which micro-enterprises have been defined, such as small structure (e.g., 
less than ten employees), the volume of sales, management centralization, and 
structural lack of resources (Courrent and Gundolf 2008). Previous research has 
also emphasized that micro-enterprises focus on a particular market niche, espe-
cially in markets dominated by large incumbents, where micro-enterprises can 
either complement their offers or target small niches unattractive to their counter-
parts (Markman and Waldron 2014). Micro-enterprises represent a major part of the 
European business establishments; however research in micro-enterprises has been 
scarce (Courrent and Gundolf 2008). It has been noted that very little theoretical 
progress has been made concerning the success factors of micro-enterprises 
(Simpson et al. 2012). Despite that, it has been observed that the success rates of 
micro-enterprises are very low and are subject to a variety of barriers, such as 
resource constraints, vulnerability, uncertainty, risk, market inexperience, and lack 
of legitimacy (Reijonen and Komppula 2007; Courrent and Gundolf 2008; Short 
et al. 2009; Markman and Waldron 2014).
When micro-enterprises are of a hybrid nature, the question of success becomes 
even more complex. For the purposes of this study, hybrid organizations both “pur-
sue a social mission and sustain their operations through commercial activities” 
(Battilana et  al. 2015, p.  1658). Hybridity is a matter of degree, in a continuum 
where at one extreme social and commercial aspects are differentiated and at another 
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extreme are integrated, and, as such, hybrid organizations vary in the “level of inte-
gration between the social and commercial aspects” (Battilana and Lee 2014, 
p. 426). In order to study how hybrid organizations integrate both aspects, Battilana 
and Lee (2014, p. 403) focused on and defined hybrid organizing as “the activities, 
structures, processes, and meanings by which organizations make sense of and com-
bine aspects of multiple organizational forms.” The authors suggested five dimen-
sions of hybrid organizing: core organizational activities (commercial and social 
activities), workforce composition (most workforce is socialized either in the social 
or the commercial section and is not hybrid), organizational design (how leaders 
translate strategy into action including formal organizational structure, incentives, 
control systems, and governance), culture (organizational shared values and norms 
of behavior), and interorganizational relationships (network of relationship with 
investors or partners). As noted by Moss et al. (2011), the success of social enter-
prises – as examples of hybrid organizations with dual identities – is gauged not 
only by their financial success but also by their social mission and impact. When an 
enterprise has multiple identities/goals, it may be difficult to reconcile them, and 
such a lack of consensus may lead to a blurred vision of success (Battilana and Lee 
2014). However, Zahra et al. (2009) observe that all of the numerous definitions of 
enterprises with mixed motives are silent on how to assess the success of such ven-
tures. Moreover, hybrid organizations face higher skepticism from various stake-
holders due to their dual identity and category crossover. Under such 
legitimacy-deficient conditions, stakeholders are more reluctant to support the 
enterprises because of the lack of institutional consent and difficulty in assessing the 
firm’s potential for success (Dobrev and Gotsopoulos 2010; van Werven et al. 2015). 
A hybrid organization is characterized by conflicting institutional demands (Santos 
and Eisenhardt 2005), which limit its potential for success. Thus, a hybrid nature 
adds an extra layer of obstacles to micro-enterprises that already experience high 
business failure rates (Jones et al. 2014). Given such unfavorable odds, the aim of 
this study is to dissect the terms in which managers of hybrid micro-enterprises 
define success. One could ask if high failure rates are not only primarily due to 
resource constraints but also due to lack of clear vision of success.
 Context
The context of our study is the complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) 
micro-enterprise. CAM includes alternative or unorthodox therapies such as (a) 
alternative medical systems (e.g., acupuncture, naturopathy, homeopathy), (b) 
mind-body interventions (e.g., biofeedback, hypnosis), (c) biologically based treat-
ments (e.g., aromatherapy, iridology), (d) manipulative and body-based methods 
(reflexology, massage, osteopathy), and (e) energy therapies (reiki, healing) (Frass 
et al. 2012). CAM services include therapies based in holistic and whole person 
philosophy, empowerment of the patient, and use of natural remedies. Micro- 
enterprises offering CAM services are a good example of hybrid enterprises 
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encountering legitimacy obstacles as many such therapies are contested. Thus, 
CAM enterprises exist in a healthcare market category with unclear boundaries, and 
healthcare is one of the original industries where hybrid organizations have been 
studied (Battilana and Lee 2014; Ruef and Scott 1998).
 Methodology
For the first study, we employed a qualitative technique to better understand the 
founding motivations of the entrepreneurs of hybrid micro-enterprises. We inter-
viewed 11 founders/managers of hybrid micro-enterprises, with each semi- 
structured interview lasting between 40 and 105 min. The interviews were recorded 
and transcribed, and two of the authors examined the transcripts independently 
going through iterative rounds until they reached a consensus on the interpretation. 
For the second study, we apply cognitive mapping and MCDA to assist the entrepre-
neurs in creating an evaluation framework of key success indicators. These two 
methodological approaches are well established in the decision science arena and 
thus have the potential to be applied to other fields where decision-making is essen-
tial (Ferreira et al. 2015). Their combined use allow us to map a vast number of 
factors identified by a group of seven entrepreneurs and, simultaneously, incorpo-
rate a learning process and discussion until a consensus is reached (Ferreira et al. 
2015). The process is interactive, which allows entrepreneurs to discuss and struc-
ture the conception of the evaluation framework in an open environment. Specifically, 
we propose a multidimensional framework that integrates cognitive mapping and 
the measurement attractiveness by a categorical-based evaluation technique 
(MACBETH) (Bana e Costa et al. 2012). Cognitive maps help decision-makers to 
structure the problem as they identify the key criteria to assess success of micro- 
enterprises. They are especially helpful as they facilitate the entrepreneurs’ decision 
in a complex context, such as the one of a hybrid organization. The MACBETH 
method enables the estimation of trade-offs among criteria, which in turn supports 
the development of the final evaluation framework (Ferreira et al. 2010).
 Discussion
This research aims at studying how hybrid micro-enterprises conceptualize success 
beyond the founding impetus. Our focus is on the complementary and alternative 
medicine (CAM) context. Beyond the regular hurdles of micro-enterprises (e.g., 
resource constraints, vulnerability, uncertainty, risk, etc.) (Markman and Waldron 
2014), the hybrid nature of the organizations of this study and the contested cate-
gory they operate in brings additional complexity because the micro-enterprises 
face a non-supportive environment that limits the chances of firm’s success and 
survival.
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Many entrepreneurs start with more idealistic and optimistic ideas of their ven-
tures (Cooper et  al. 1994), and they become disappointed when reality hits 
(Hmieleski and Baron 2009). Consequently, can we expect that the social logic 
becomes more balanced with the economic logic of success after the hybrid enter-
prise has been in business for some time? To answer this question, we invited man-
agers of CAM micro-enterprises to develop an evaluation framework to assess 
factors affecting enterprise success. We obtained seven indicators – training, profes-
sional development, marketing, management, external factors, infrastructures, and 
organizational aspects. The indicators professional development and training are the 
most important and represent 45.46% of the overall success framework. Marketing, 
management, and organizational aspects factors correspond to 48.27%. Representing 
only 7.07% of the overall success are the indicators infrastructures (6.06%) and 
external factors (beyond managers’ control) (1.01%).
Based on these findings, we can highlight that the main motivations of entrepre-
neurs to found a CAM enterprise, mostly related with collective well-being, are 
confirmed by the most important factors identified as success factors – training and 
professional development. We can thus conjecture that the factors perceived as driv-
ing success by the entrepreneurs are explained by their major motivations to start an 
enterprise. By obtaining better training and investing in professional development, 
they can serve their clients better and help them improve their health and well- 
being. Moreover, the importance of the professional development indicators to the 
overall entrepreneurial success is in line with previous research on legitimacy and 
entrepreneurship. Selecting an adequate workforce composition can be particularly 
challenging for hybrid organizations as their employees have to respond to the 
demands of different institutional logics (e.g., business and social). Therefore, spe-
cialized training and development appears to be one of the major tools of “hybrid-
izing” employees (Battilana et al. 2015). According to prior research on legitimacy, 
education and professional experience of the human capital significantly contribute 
to increased legitimacy, because it provides credibility (Tornikoski and Newbert 
2007). In turn, the entrepreneurial perspective advocates that adequate human capi-
tal is linked with the survival and success of the enterprise (Combs et al. 2005). 
Considering that CAM enterprises aim at responding to consumer demands for 
more personalized services and “whole person” understanding (Winnick 2005), it 
seems that CAM micro-enterprises are mostly concerned with providing a good 
service. For instance, enterprises under conditions of legitimacy vacuum must 
establish a set of recognizable practices that are understood by the stakeholders and 
that will increase the enterprise ability to deal with its environmental deficiency 
(Dobrev and Gotsopoulos 2010). Therefore, given the hybrid nature of the CAM 
enterprise situated in a contested category due to its nonscientific boundaries 
(Mizrachi et al. 2005), human capital and the projection of a professional image 
seem to be perceived as crucial for success and survival.
Our respondents’ emphasis on human capital by underlining training (qualifica-
tions of the human capital), professional development (adequate professional devel-
opment and training), and organizational aspects (concerning the adequacy of the 
human capital to the organizational structure and needs) is in line with one of the 
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five dimensions Battilana and Lee (2014) argue constitute hybrid organizing: work-
force composition or whether human resources were socialized in the social or the 
commercial sector.
The next more important success indicators are management (financial, manage-
rial, and ethical leadership of the organization) and marketing (e.g., market research, 
communication tools, promotion initiatives, and participation in events). These 
findings confirm Battilana and Lee’s (2014) suggestion that “core organizational 
activities” (as, e.g., commercial and social activities) are a dimension of hybrid 
organizing together with “organizational culture,” organizational shared values, and 
norms of behavior through leadership’s meaning creation. One could argue that this 
dimension was captured by the management indicator present in our findings as it 
related to the skills of the managers, the ethical and moral conduct of the leaders, 
and their leadership capacity.
The indicators of management chosen by the entrepreneurs are composed by 
financial (e.g., growth) and nonfinancial measures (e.g., management and marketing 
skills, ethics, and leadership). Our findings show that the majority of the measures 
are operational (nonfinancial). The only financial measures appearing in the man-
agement indicator are profitability and annual turnover. These findings agree with 
Simpson et al. (2012) who argue that many enterprises run their business for other 
reasons (such as lifestyle, own satisfaction, customer orientation, service/product), 
rather than maximizing financial performance. However, financial measures (e.g., 
sales growth, ROE) are commonly used as the most important measure of success 
in entrepreneurship (e.g., a large amount of quantitative studies use financial mea-
sures as dependent variables) (Combs et al. 2005). Furthermore, financial measures 
of entrepreneurial success can increase legitimacy, because stakeholders use them 
to evaluate the enterprises’ ability to sustain their business (Ashforth and Gibbs 
1990). Other important factors are the skills and abilities of the managers (e.g., 
management and marketing skills, ethics, and leadership) to run the business 
(Tornikoski and Newbert 2007; Überbacher 2014). They are particularly relevant 
for a hybrid enterprise, because the managers’ competences may be crucial in pro-
moting and creating a favorable image of the enterprise and thus in mobilizing 
resources (Überbacher 2014). In support, most studies in entrepreneurship, and spe-
cifically micro-enterprises, demonstrate the role of the managers abilities in the 
success of the enterprise (Reijonen and Komppula 2007).
Next indicator, organizational aspects, concerns the adequacy of the human capi-
tal to the organizational structure and needs. This indicator seems to be related to 
organizational design (how leaders translate strategy into action including incen-
tives, control systems, and organizational structure and governance), one of the five 
dimensions of hybrid organizing suggested by Battilana and Lee (2014). Further, 
these factors are positively associated with obtaining legitimacy and success of the 
enterprise (Tornikoski and Newbert 2007).
The least important indicators to the overall success of micro-enterprises are the 
infrastructure and external factors. It seems that the infrastructures, such as the con-
ditions of the facilities and its surrounding, are perceived secondary to the business 
success in our sample of CAM micro-enterprises. This is in contrast with the 
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 entrepreneurship literature, which reports that infrastructures significantly impact 
success and the relative performance of the enterprise (Reijonen and Komppula 
2007).
Finally, external factors are associated with the environmental context of the 
enterprise, such as political and economic factors, and regulation. The legitimacy 
literature argues that the external environment is instrumental for legitimacy gains 
and is thus critical to increase firms’ survival chances (Tornikoski and Newbert 
2007). The external environment of the enterprise may as a matter of fact facilitate 
or hinder the development of the enterprise (Dobrev and Gotsopoulos 2010). 
Further, research in entrepreneurship also suggests that external factors strongly 
influence the success of the enterprise (Short et al. 2009; Simpson et al. 2012). One 
would think that the external factors would be of particular importance to CAM’s 
success, due to the enterprises’ hybrid context restraining their overall success and 
legitimacy to operate. Our findings suggest the opposite. It appears that the CAM 
entrepreneurs rely on what they are able to manage and what is in their direct con-
trol. One explanation might be the strategic view on legitimacy, namely, that the 
enterprise can cultivate legitimacy through managerial actions, professionalism, 
and customer service (Short et al. 2009). Our findings are in line with Battilana and 
Lee’s suggestion of interorganizational relationships as one of the five dimensions 
of hybrid organizing in the sense that they relate to networks of relationships with 
investors or partners, external factors which they can control.
 Implications for Theory and Practice
We contribute to the literature in a number of ways. One of the most important con-
tributions is the application of cognitive mapping with an MCDA method to con-
struct a success framework from the point of view of entrepreneurs and in particular 
to hybrid enterprises.
The advantage of such a constructivist approach, as opposed to survey methods 
commonly used in prior research, is that it allows us to (1) identify objective and 
subjective components of success and the cause-and-effect linkages between crite-
ria (that allowed the FPVs to be identified), which might otherwise go undetected 
by the use of statistical approaches alone; (2) calculate the trade-offs between these 
components contemplating the managers’ practical experience and collective per-
ceptions and taking account explicitly for the negotiated ranking of the different 
components of success while adding simplicity and transparency to the evaluation 
framework; (3) provide the panel members with the opportunity to reflect on the 
assessments projected and make suggestions for improvement; and (4) develop a 
process-oriented framework that, with proper adjustments, can be easily replicated 
with a different group of managers and/or within other contexts. The MCDA 
approach guides the decision-makers to discuss and learn about the situation in an 
open environment. This is important, because it leads to a justifiable and explainable 
course of action of the evaluation framework from the managers point of view 
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(Ferreira et  al. 2015). Thus, we can see that in our context  – hybrid micro- 
enterprises – managers identify external factors as marginally important for the suc-
cess of their enterprises. Although, this is a relevant to respond to Battilana and 
Lee’s (2014) call for construction of hybrid performance measures, this is a finding 
which contrasts prior research about the importance of environmental conditions for 
the success of organizations (Short et al. 2009; Simpson et al. 2012). It is giving us 
food for thought for future research by raising the question whether limited resources 
prevent hybrid micro-entrepreneurs from having a clear sense of the path to long- 
term longevity of the enterprise so that they can achieve their economic or noneco-
nomic goals.
On a broader scale, our study responds to recent calls for research on sustainable 
success of micro-enterprises (Short et al. 2009; Markman and Waldron 2014) and 
hybrid enterprises (Battilana and Lee 2014). Since hybrid organizations have dual 
identities, we explore the idea of founding motives being present in the notion of 
success of micro-entrepreneurs. Our findings demonstrate that noneconomic goals 
prevail both in the reasons of the founding of the enterprises and the notion of suc-
cess. We develop a success framework directly with the managers of the enterprises. 
This is in contrast to prior empirical research that has resorted mainly to measures 
selected by researchers. Based on the results from the two samples in the study, we 
see a clear correspondence between the professional factor as an impetus to found-
ing and professional development and training being seen as the key success factors 
by the entrepreneurs. We believe that the attempt to link motivations to perceptions 
of success is unique and contributes to the entrepreneurship literature. We further 
contribute to society by designing our study with an outreach component. The par-
ticipants in the MCDA sessions were immersed in an interactive and iterative dis-
cussion about success factors, which helped them get a better understanding of the 
stance of their enterprises. The resulting evaluation framework was used to rank 
order their enterprises and to identify key areas for improvement. The entrepreneurs 
felt that the time invested in the exercise was worth it and it contributed to their 
professional development.
Micro-enterprises play a significant role in economic growth; however, because 
of their size and scale disadvantages, they are not able to sustain the same growth as 
bigger firms (Markman and Waldron 2014). Due to these constraints, micro- 
enterprises build their own competitive dynamic and logic, which influences the 
way they measure the enterprise success. Micro-enterprises in such market condi-
tions focus on nonfinancial measures to assess success, unlike larger companies, 
where growth is particularly relevant to measure success. Further, the hybrid nature 
of the micro-enterprises adds a layer of interest as such enterprises evaluate success 
differently when compared to regular enterprises. It appears that human capital is of 
utmost importance for hybrid micro-enterprises both in terms of original reasons for 
founding and in visions of success. Thus, the overarching question we want to pose 
is about the causes of low success rates among micro-enterprises. We believe that 
our study opens the door to the idea that micro-enterprises tend to fail a lot because 
they have alternative visions of success that do not necessarily comply with expec-
tations from their environment and economic realities.
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We present the entrepreneur’s point of view of success factors in complementary 
and alternative medicine (CAM) – a contested category. Even though our findings 
are idiosyncratic, the results of the analysis indicate an applicable evaluation frame-
work for measuring the success of hybrid enterprises struggling with legitimacy 
issues. We believe that the combined use of cognitive mapping with MCDA tech-
niques is a proper approach for our study due to the complexity of the issue and the 
limited resources available to the decision-makers. Nevertheless, further investiga-
tion with a different set of panel of decision-makers and within other contexts would 
allow for building a more stylized and generalizable framework.
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